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In the matter of

Service Rules for the 746-764 and
776-794 MHz Bands, and
Revisions to Part 27 of the
Commission's Rules

To: The Commission

Before the
FEDERAL COMUMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

REPLY COMMENTS

BellSouth Corporation (hereinafter IBellSouth") hereby files reply comments in the

above referenced proceeding.

The Commission's Band Plan

As the Commission knows, BellSouth has been looking at a variety of ways to obtain

additional spectrum to alleviate network congestion, provide new and innovative rate plans and

services, and meet the needs of Third Generation Wireless. For example, BellSouth has

challenged and sought waivers of the Commission's spectrum cap.l It also recently sought a

waiver of the C and F Block eligibility requirements2 (pending with the Commission), as it

considers whether to participate in the upcoming re-auction ofthat spectrum. Similarly,

See In the Matter ofApplication for Review ofBellSouth Wireless, Inc.; Amendment of
Parts 20 and 24 ofthe Commission's Rules - Broadband PCS Competitive Bidding and the
Commercial Mobile Radio Service Spectrum Cap, WI Docket No. 96-59, Memorandum Opinion
and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 14031 (1997), aff'd, Bel/South Corporation, et al. v. FCC, 162 F.3d
1215 (D.C. Cir. 1999).
2 See Petition for Waiver and Expedited Action, filed by BellSouth Corporation on
February 17,2000, in In the Matter ofBel/South Corporation Petition/or Waivers ofthe CMRS
Spectrum Cap Requirements of47 CF.R. § 20.6 and the Eligibility Restriction of47 CF.R. §
24.709 for the PCS Frequency Blocks C and F Auction to Begin on July 26, 2000, DA 00-318.
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BellSouth is looking at the spectrum at issue in this proceeding as it considers whether to

participate in the "700 MHz auction."

As part of its effort to obtain additional spectrum, BellSouth has been assessing the extent

to which the Commission's plan in this proceeding supports the use of the 700 MHz spectrum for

mobile, wireless voice and data services. Obviously, the more easily and compatibly the

spectrum can be used for these purposes, the greater the value of the spectrum to potential

bidders like BellSouth.

BellSouth is concerned that, as currently written, the Commission's plan may severely

limit the utility ofthe 700 MHz band for mobile operations. BellSouth understands the need for

power limits and similar restrictions on the use of spectrum. It does not question the levels or

other terms of the Commission's allocation.

However, based on its experience as a wireless carrier, BellSouth is concerned about

adjacent-channel interference problems from UHF TV stations even after channels 60 - 69 have

been cleared. As shown in Table 1, the current rules require base stations to transmit in the 747

- 762 MHz band, which in turn requires that mobile stations receive in this band:

Table 13

Stations Power Limitation
Base stations and Fixed stations ERP no greater than 1000
operating in the 747-762 band watts: HAAT no greater than

305M
Mobile, fixed, and control stations ERP no greater than 30 watts
operating in 777-792 MHz band
Portable stations operating in 777- ERP no greater than 3 watts
792 MHz band

3 47 C.F.R. § 27.50 (a).
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BellSouth has performed analyses of the impact on several mobile receivers due to high

power UHF TV stations operating on channels 59 and below. These channels fall as close as 1

MHz from the edge of the 700 MHz mobile receiver band. BellSouth has found that, contingent

upon the relative geometry between the mobile receiver, the cellular base station, and the TV

transmit antenna, substantial interference can occur to mobile receivers due to TV stations

operating on channels 59-56. This TV interference can produce large zones in which the mobile

receiver will not work.

The interference simulations performed by BellSouth used receiver performance

characteristics (such as filtering and carrier-to-interference ratio requirements) that are current,

state-of-the-art for mobile receivers, and employed standard methods of interference analysis.4

Filters installed in mobile devices such as small handsets, Personal Digital Assistants

("PDAs':), PCMCIA cards, and the like, must necessarily be very small, lightweight, power

efficient, and low cost. These constraints, and the extremely high power used by UHF TV

stations, preclude the ability of a mobile station from operating in the vicinity of TV stations that

are operating on the channels closest to the 700 MHz mobile receive band.

However, base stations may be deployed with significantly better filters than mobile

stations because size, power consumption, and cost per filter are not nearly as limiting for base

stations as for mobiles. For example, technologies such as super-conducting receiver filters,

installed at the base station, can allow very sharp roll-off and high out-of-band attenuation,

which will significantly decrease the problem of interference from adjacent-band TV stations.

4 TIAiEIA TSB-84A, "Licensed PCS-to-PCS Interference," 1999.
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Because of the handset interference problem, and the better filtering characteristics

available for base stations, BellSouth believes the Commission can substantially increase the

utility of the spectrum, and therefore its value to potential bidders, by "flipping" the 700 MHz

mobile/base allocations as follows:

Table 2

Stations Power Limitation
Base stations and Fixed stations ERP no greater than 1000
operating in the 777-792 band watts: HAAT no greater than

305M
Mobile, fixed, and control stations ERP no greater than 30 watts
operating in 747-762 MHz band
Portable stations operating in 747- ERP no greater than 3 watts
762 MHz band

While "flipping" the allocation would not clear every potential interference problem, it

would reduce the severity of one major problem (interference to mobiles) that BellSouth has thus

far identified.

BellSouth further notes that by "flipping" the allocation, the Commission would bring the

700 MHz band in conformance with long-standing rules,5 standards,6 and world-wide customs

employed for cellular and PCS mobile operations, for which base stations transmit in the upper

frequency blocks. This rule change would further simplify the construction of multi-band mobile

stations that must operate in two or more of the cellular, PCS, and 700 MHz bands, leading to

lower-cost handsets and better roaming capabilities for mobile customers.

5

6

47 C.F.R. § 22.905.

TIAIEIA TSB-84A, "Licensed PCS-to-PCS Interference," 1999.
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Negotiations with Incumbent Broadcast Licensees

There clearly are significant spectrum management issues caused by the fact that

incumbent broadcasters have years to relocate from this spectrum. These issues somewhat limit

the spectrum's attractiveness to prospective bidders.

The Commission has already taken some important steps to help make this spectrum

more attractive to potential bidders. For example, it provided new licensees the right to "reach

agreement with licensees of protected, incumbent television stations that would compensate

incumbents for: (I) converting to DTV-only transmission before the end of the statutory

transmission period;[] (2) accepting higher levels of interference than allowed by the protection

standards; or (3) otherwise accommodating new licensees.[]"7 While these alternatives increase

the attractiveness of the spectrum to potential bidders, BellSouth believes the Commission

should take additional steps to further increase the attractiveness to potential bidders.

The Commission has extensive experience in establishing rules related to the clearing of

spectrum and relocation of incumbent service providers. For example, the Commission found

technically appropriate spectrum, and required incumbent microwave licensees to relocate to that

spectrum as part of its comprehensive effort to create a new, innovative, and highly successful,

personal communications service ("PCS,,).8 As the Commission has previously recognized,

however, a few incumbent licensees can attempt to make extreme demands as compensation for

moving.9 That possibility exists here, too.

7 First Report and Order at 58, ~ 142 (footnotes omitted)
8

9

In the Matter ofRedevelopment ofSpectrum to Encourage Innovation in the Use ofNew
Telecommunications Technologies, ET Docket No. 92-9, First Report and Order, 7 FCC Rcd
6886 (1992).

See In the Matter ofAmendment to the Commission's Rules Regarding a Plan for Sharing
the Costs ofMicrowave Relocation, WT Docket No. 95-157, First Report and Order, 11 FCC
Rcd 8825, 8848 (1996).
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The Commission can make the negotiations between the new 700 MHz licensees and the

incumbent TV broadcasters more efficient by allowing a new 700 MHz licensee to negotiate not

only with the incumbent TV broadcaster in channels 60-69, but also with incumbent broadcasters

or licensees in channels below 60-69 (e.g., channel 45), provided, of course, the lower channels

could be used to replicate the incumbent's coverage.

If the new licensee is successful in clearing a lower channel, the Commission should

require the incumbent TV broadcast licensee in channel 60-69 to move to the vacated spectrum.

In addition to paying whatever was required of the licensee to vacate the lower channel, the new

licensee would also be responsible to the incumbent channel 60-69 television broadcaster for its

out of pocket costs of moving. This process would be consistent with longstanding Commission

precedent interpreting Section 316 of the Act. Since at least 1987, the Commission has indicated

that a broadcast licensee on one channel can be moved by the Commission to another channel on

. lb· 10an mvo untary aSlS.

By increasing the negotiating opportunities for the new licensee, the Commission will

have built in a leveling mechanism to avoid unreasonable demands by the incumbent broadcast

licensees on channels 60-69. With the auction rescheduled for June 7, 2000, II the Commission

must clarify this area quickly so the potential bidders will be able to incorporate it in their

determinations of how much to bid.

Accordingly, the Commission should issue a further notice of proposed rulemaking on

this proposal as soon as practicable. The Commission should include a tentative conclusion to

In the Matter ofModification ofFM or Television Licenses Pursuant to Section 316 of
the Communications Act Order, 2 FCC Rcd 3327 (1987).

11 See 747-762 and 777-792 MHz Band Auction Postponed until June 7, 2000, Public
Notice, DA 00-573, released March 17,2000.
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the effect that it should adopt the proposal. In this way, the Commission could signal potential

bidders and incumbent broadcasters before the May auction and subsequent negotiations that it is

willing to help them through the difficulties ahead in their efforts to relocate the incumbent

broadcasters as soon as possible. The Commission could also issue a policy statement on this

issue as a further signal of its commitments in this area.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should alter the 700 MHz mobile/base

allocation as indicated above in Table 2. Further, it should make it clear, as soon as possible,

that if a new licensee is able to negotiate with a broadcaster or licensee of spectrum on the

channels below 60-69 to free up this spectrum, then the Commission will require the incumbent

broadcaster on a channel between 60-69 to move to the lower channel, provided it can be used to

replicate that broadcaster's coverage and the new licensee pays the out of pocket costs of the

incumbent broadcaster to move.

Respectfully submitted,

BELLSOUTH CORPORATION

CL14L~~
Charles P. Featherst
David G. Frolio
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 1800
Atlanta. GA 30309-3610
(404) 249-3855

Its Attorneys
March 17, 2000
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I do hereby certify that I have this 17tl1 day of March 2000 served the following

parties to this action with a copy of the foregoing BellSouth Reply Comments by hand

delivery or by placing a true and correct copy of the same by U.S. mail, addressed to the

parties listed on the attached service list.

~~8.fiJkL
Karen S. Bullock
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